1249 Hi Point St. 
Los ittigelea, uallf. 
jmut 15, 1968 


90035; 


Sr« Luis ALvnres 

Lawnmcct Radiation Laboratory 

Berkaley, Calif. 94720 

Osar Dr. iXvaxvzt 

You say in yowr latter of June 8 ttiatyou wotid ttfce seriously ^ 
emcem a^t CBS* failure to notify tte public of tte 
tation in vour metiiod only if, when pu&ished, my work contai^ a 

S.n “T! eS»t WnaS tta K;.U>mty 13 I»I« ahrta 
were fired in a frame (I> designateaa coinciding with a eliot • 

Your suggestion that my findine of five hits cariMt_^ 
the twaamaim number of shots fired is not only w^l tafce^ but is a 
fact which I have recognised from the first.^ which I 
the attention of intareoted parties, to fact, I hare long 
in addition to the five Wts,^ 1^ raiss«i--^ 

shot which I cannot pinpoint by studying the Zapruder film. 

But despite our agreaaent ihat neifier ^ our wethoto 

trm'<rln.wr» fwnrih aiy of fltlOtS fired, tie SitUStionS OTe ^t »^ly ^^* ***_ 
SOUS as you seem to indioatii for your findings have alre^^b^n 
t^. aid presented hy CBS in such a vey as to give the public tto false 
i^ression that the three Shots yw specify do in fact 
man (as well ns the mininun). This of c cur ae is a crocial de # 

for it is well understood that no more thsa three shots, and certainly not 
S maL as five, could have been fired from the Man^lcher-Ga 

^amtation of your findings as scientific proof mat the re 

JSS’tSS SSTSd S S,TS:« toS eoMtltutod m W 

to Ito aofoae of tho wtaroa 

the f ?n"'*»«**»*'^**** *s fchiMeio whot len e wa ss as s l Ti case is antsnsble. 

/athough 1 fbuSiS toterae^ng youoe ©pinion mat S 
to Infono^e public of the limitation l^s^by 

m'in*- nuf^Mwith respect--that the question in ray letter snM 

S, which I had posed ee^ller on May 

?toeSeMlu^Sn“lli«dStSn®S your study* (^\et her the ong^second ^fait» 
^iS^JSrSSSiSto your letter of toy 10, or the one-hhlf second 
mentioned by you on Jkme 8)7 

Stecerely yours. 


Raymond Marcus 


